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This research attempted to find out whether teaching writing arguments in 
discussion text through reasoning-gap activity based on Task-Based Language 
Teaching (TBLT) was effective or not. To accomplish the purpose of this 
study, quasi experimental design was utilized. The measurement technique 
was employed in this research. The data collection instrument was written 
test. T-test formula was applied to analyze the quantitative data obtained 
through written test, while an analytic scoring rubric was developed to assess 
the students’ argument writing in discussion text. The results of data analysis 
through statistical procedure of t-test confirmed the superiority of the 
experimental group to the control group, and reasoning-gap activity helped 
the students to improve writing argument in discussion text.  
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In writing students need an 
understanding of how words, sentences, 
and structures can express the meaning 
they want to convey. Writing for English 
language learners is not only the act of 
writing, but also the way to communicate 
with the readers for particular purposes 
and context. However, learning to write 
correctly tends to be one of the most 
difficult of the four skills for all language 
users regardless whether the language is a 
first, second, or foreign language. 
The school-based curriculum 
(KTSP) is currently implemented by 
several senior high schools. This 
curriculum was implemented in the 
academic year of 2006/2007 and as 
recently as in the academic year of 
2009/2010 (Direktorat Pembinaan 
Sekolah Menengah Depdiknas, 2009, p. 
1). It can be developed and determined by 
the implementers through the need 
consideration (Permendiknas/24/2006, 
pp. 2-3). In the School-Based Curriculum 
(KTSP) for English subject, there are 12 
genres of texts that should be mastered by 
Senior High School students. They are 
narrative, recount, procedure, descriptive, 
news item, report, analytical exposition, 
hortatory exposition, spoof, explanation, 
discussion, and review text. Each text has 
its own social function, generic structure 
and language features. One of the texts 
that must be taught to the twelfth grade 
students is discussion text. 
Discussion text is a type of spoken 
or written text that is intended to present 
differing opinions, points of view or 
perspectives on an issue, enabling the 
reader to explore different ideas before 
making an informed decision. 
Experiencing discussion texts help 
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students to think clearly and critically. It 
encourages students to respond to others’ 
opinions, to ask pertinent questions and to 
present an argument in a clear and 
coherent way. It helps students become 
aware that facts can be interpreted in 
different ways and that a variety of 
opinions on an issue may be valid. 
Throughout their lives students will 
need to make decisions. Rather than 
simply responding emotively, it is 
important that they develop the skills to 
look at both sides of an argument 
objectively before making a rational 
decision. This text type will give students 
the opportunity to develop the skills of 
finding information to support their 
arguments and emphasize the importance 
of anticipating arguments and responding 
to these. Because this text is considered 
very beneficial to be taught for Senior 
High School students, the teacher should 
have an appropriate approach for teaching 
writing particularly writing argument 
indiscussion text. 
However, based on the researcher’s 
pre-research, it was found that most of 
the twelfth grade students of SMAN 2 
Pontianak in Academic Year 2015/2016 
encountered problems in writing 
discussion text. These problems were 
caused by two factors: the students and 
the learning environment. The first 
problem came from the students 
themselves. Many students encountered 
difficulty in writing argument of 
discussion text because they should be 
able to see the topic of the text from two 
sides: pro and con and give their 
arguments for each side. The problem 
often arised because the students tended 
to respond to an issue emotively rather 
than objectively. Therefore, it would be 
difficult for them in giving the arguments 
from the side with which they might not 
agree.  
Another problem came when the 
students had to write an unfamiliar issue. 
Having no background knowledge about 
the issue being discussed made the 
students difficult to give their arguments. 
It was getting worse when the teacher did 
not realize it and asked the students to 
write the text individually without giving 
the students the opportunity to discuss 
their arguments with the other students. 
Whereas, in writing discussion text the 
students can support their point of view 
through survey results, interviews and 
research. 
The unnatural learning context was 
the second problem that caused the low 
level achievement of writing discussion 
text. The twelfth grade students of SMAN 
2 Pontianak were not given the 
opportunities to interact with each other 
when they finished their task. They only 
focused in writing without having any 
pair work and group work. As a result, 
the learning context became unnatural for 
the students. Whereas, learning a foreign 
language should be based on the natural 
context which is aimed to create the 
natural learning environment for students. 
In this research, the researcher covered 
those two points because they were 
considered as the main factors that caused 
the low level achievement of writing 
argument in discussion text to the twelfth 
grade students of SMAN 2 Pontianak in 
Academic Year 2015/2016. 
Corresponding to the statements 
above, the teacher, therefore, needed to 
develop teaching writing argument of 
discussion text in the classroom. Task-
Based Language Teaching has been 
proposed by many experts as one of the 
ways in Teaching English. It is an 
approach of teaching which focuses on 
task activity, provides contexts to activate 
learning acquisition process, and 
promotes language learning (Nunan, 
2004). There were some previous 
researches on Task-Based Language 
Teaching in teaching writing. 
Setyaningrum (2010), Birjandi & Malmir 
(2009), and Sholihah (2011) conducted 
an experimental research about the use of 
Task-Based Language Teaching in 
teaching writing. Based on their finding, 
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teaching writing by using Task-Based 
Language Teaching was much more 
effective because it could develop 
students’ writing ability through 
performing a series of activities as steps 
toward successful task realization. In 
addition, their finding  revealed that 
TBLT enabled the students to make a 
better composition of writing by using the 
appropriate vocabulary, correct grammar, 
mechanic, content and organization. In 
brief, those research finding had proved 
that TBLT has been more effective for 
teaching writing. 
Having examined their research 
works thoroughly, neither of them 
discussed the use of a reasoning-gap 
activity which was actually one type of 
tasks in TBLT in teaching writing 
argument of discussion text. The 
reasoning-gap activity involves deriving 
some new information from given 
information through processes of 
inference, deduction, practical reasoning, 
or a perception of relationships or 
patterns (Nunan, 2004). Moreover, the 
twelfth grade students of senior high 
school have rarely been selected to be in 
investigation.  
Regarding to the statement above, 
the researcher was encouraged to fill in 
the research gap and purely investigate 
the effectiveness of reasoning-gap 
activity in teaching writing argument of 
discusson text based on TBLT at SMAN 
2 Pontianak. Therefore, the method that 
was implemented in this research was 
quasi experimental study. Furthermore, 
there was a strong belief that this research 
would promote the reasoning-gap activity 
as an effective task in TBLT changing the 
traditional teaching writing. The solution 
to overcome the students’ problems can 
also be provided. Moreover, EFL teachers 
may find it useful to implement 
reasoning-gap activity to improve their 
teaching writing argument of discussion 
text. As a result, their students’ writing 
argument are successfully boosted. 
Positive contribution can also be 
generalized to educational institutions as 
reasoning-gap activity can be effectively 
implemented for learning development of 
any fields of science.  
 
METHOD 
In carrying out the research, it is 
necessary to describe the method that is 
used to achieve the goal. Various kinds 
of method can be applied to achieve the 
goal of the research. However, the 
researcher chose quasi experimental 
research as the method of research. The 
researcher used quasi experimental 
research because all classes in SMAN 2 
Pontianak had already set by the teachers. 
In addition, each class consisted of the 
students from low, medium, and high 
level of achievement. Therefore, it was 
impossible for the researcher to randomly 
assign the research participants. Quasi 
experimental research defined by  Ary, et 
al. (2010) is a type of evaluation which 
aims to determine whether a program or 
intervention has the intended effect on a 
study’s participants. In this research, the 
researcher focussed on one form of quasi 
experimental studies that is a pre-post 
test design with a control group. 
The pre-post test design with a 
control group will allow the researcher to 
measure the potential effects of an 
intervention by examining the difference 
in the pre-test and post-test results. It 
does not allow the researcher to test 
whether this difference would have 
occurred in the absence of her 
intervention. To get the true effects of the 
program or intervention, it is necessary to 
have both experimental group and a 
control group. As the names suggest, the 
experimental group receives the 
intervention. The control group, however, 
gets the business-as-usual conditions, 
meaning they only receive interventions 
that they would have gotten if they had 
not participated in the study.  
This method of research was 
preferable to find out the answer that 
already stated in the research questions. 
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Moreover, the researcher intended to find 
out whether reasoning-gap activity was 
effective or not for teaching writing 
particularly writing argument in 
discussion text. It is in line with the 
characteristic of quasi experimental study 
which aims to determine whether a 
program or intervention has the intended 
effect on a study’s participants. 
Therefore, the researcher chose quasi 
experimental study as a method to be 
implemented in this research. 
The procedure of quasi-experimental 
study which applied in this research was 
described in the following steps: (1) 
Applying pre-test (X1) for both groups, 
which was test to measure the students 
mean score before the treatment given, 
(2) Giving the treatments to the 
experimental group (T). The treatment 
was implementing in the process of 
teaching writing. In the process of 
teaching writing argument in discussion 
text, the researcher used the reasoning-
gap activity based on TBLT as the 
treatment, (3) Applying post test (X2) for 
both classes, that was a test to measure 
the students’s mean score after the 
treatment was given, (4) Compared the 
X1 and X2 to determine the students 
mean score of pre-test and post-test, (5) 
Applying the appropriate statistical 
formula (t-test and effect size formula) to 
determine whether the students’ 
argument writing in discussion text had 
improved significantly or not after 
implementing the reasoning-gap activity. 
Concerning the sampling technique, 
since the fixed classrooms had been set 
and randomizing each individual was 
impossibility, cluster sampling was 
applied. It is a technique used to 
randomly select and include groups 
comprising research participants who 
have similar characteristics which are 
relevant to the research variables. When 
the clusters have been selected, all 
participants must take part in the research 
(Ary, et al., 2010).  
One way to randomize the sample is 
through a lottery using slips of paper 
(Ary, et al., 2010). Based on this 
recommendation, the researchers applied 
the procedure. The sample of each of the 
two groups in this research was 
determined through the lottery in which 
four small folded pieces of paper with 
alphabetical codes from A to D 
representing all the science classes in the 
twelfth grade were put into a small box. 
The box was closed and shaken 
afterwards. Finally, the box was opened 
and two pieces of paper were picked and 
opened out of their folds. The first 
selected class (i.e. Class XII IPA 2) was 
experimentally assigned, whereas the 
second selected one (i.e. Class XII IPA 4) 
was the control group 
The researcher used measurement 
technique to measure students’ argument 
writing in discussion text. The data were 
collected by administrating the written 
test twice. First, to collect the data before 
treatment held, to see students pre-
condition before experiment. The second 
was post test. It was administered to 
collect the data after experimental 
treatment given. 
Since the data was obtained by using 
measurement technique, the relevant tool 
to collect the data was written test. It was 
used to assess students’ writing 
performance. Students were asked to 
write a discussion text based on the topic 
given. The students’ score from the test 
was used to find the mean score. In 
assessing the students’ writing 
performance, the researcher provided the 
analytical scoring rubric so that the 
scoring would be more objective. The 
researcher applied the same test for both 
groups. 
There were three raters including the 
researcher to assess the students’ writing. 
The first rater was the researcher herself. 
Meanwhile, the second rater and the third 
rater were the English teachers in SMAN 
2 Pontianak who have experienced in 
teaching the twelfth grade students 
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especially teaching writing discussion 
text. In this research, the students’ 
writing script would be scored 
independently by the first and the second 
rater at the same place and time. 
Meanwhile, the role of the third rater was 
only for adjudicating in cases of 
discrepancy.  
 




From the result of the pre-test, it was 
found that both students in experimental 
and control group got difficulties in 
developing and strengthening ideas or 
arguments ‘for’ and ‘against’ the issue. 
The students’ difficulties in developing 
and strengthening ideas could be 
indicated when the students were given a 
topic by the researcher to write. For 
example, when the researcher gave the 
students the topic about hacking, they 
only wrote “I think that hacking is one of 
the crimes. The reason is that some 
hackers use their brilliant skills to get 
secret information and sell it to another 
country.” for arguments ‘against’ the 
issue.  
The students were not able to 
strengthen their topic sentence by giving 
some examples and evidences. Whereas, 
their writing was expected to be “I think 
that hacking is one of the crimes. The 
reason is that some hackers use their 
brilliant skills to break into banks and 
other vital institutions where they can get 
money, destroy information, and the 
worst thing is they can get secret 
information and sell it to another country. 
Take for example, in 1994, The U.S. 
government broke a conspiracy of 
computer hackers out of Majorca, Spain. 
These hackers were responsible for 
accessing and eliminating 190,000 
telephone credit card numbers over 
computer bulletin boards in America and 
Europe.” Therefore, both students in 
experimental and control group only got 
20.33 and 20.70 for their arguments 
aspect. Based on the scoring rubric that 
was used for assessing the students’ 
writing, the content’s score of both 
groups was considered as “average”. 
In addition, the students also 
encountered difficulties in writing a 
statement of position for discussion text. 
When they wrote the statement of 
position, they were unable to provide the 
sufficient background information and 
outline the issue or topic being discussed. 
Take for the example, the students wrote 
“Do you know what a hacker is? Well, a 
hacker is a person who enjoys exploring 
the details of programmable systems on 
computers and they like to stretch the 
capability of the systems.” In this case, 
the students failed to introduce the pro 
and contra about hacking. Therefore, 
both students in experimental and control 
group only got 19.23 and 19.37 for their 
content. Based on the scoring rubric that 
was used for assessing the students’ 
writing, the arguments’ scores of both 
groups were considered as “average”.   
This condition was in contrast with 
the students’ score after implementing 
reasoning-gap activity in the process of 
teaching writing in discussion text. From 
the result of the post-test, it could be seen 
that the students’ writing ability in 
writing discussion text had been 
improved. The mean score of 
experimental group was 67.60, the 
highest score was 89, and the lowest 
score was 52. Meanwhile, the students’ 
mean score in control group was 58.76, 
the highest score was 78, and the lowest 
score was 44. There were 15 students in 
experimental group or 50% who passed 
the passing grade. Meanwhile, there were 
6 students in control group or 20% who 
passed the passing grade.  
After implementing the reasoning-
gap activity for teaching writing 
discussion text, the students in 
experimental group were able to develop 
and strengthen their arguments ‘for’ and 
‘against’ the issue by providing some 
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examples and evidences to support their 
statement of position. The students’ 
argument score after implementing 
reasoning-gap activity was 25.50. The 
difference was about 5.17 if it was 
compared with the students’arguments 
score before implementing the reasoning-
gap activity. Meanwhile, the students’ 
arguments score in control group was 
20.60. It showed that the score was lower 
than the pre-test’s score. The difference 
was about -0.10 if it was compared with 
the students’ argument score before 
implementing eclectid method in the 
process of teaching and learning in 
control group. Based on the scoring 
rubric that was used for assessing the 
students’ writing, the arguments’ scores 
of experimental group was considered 
“good”.  Meanwhile, the students’ 
arguments scores of control group is 
considered “average”. Therefore, it could 
be concluded that there was an increase 
on the students’ arguments score of 
experimental group from “average” to 
“good”. 
In addition, the students’ post-test 
score of experimental group in statement 
of positionand recommendation aspect 
which were 22.06 and 19.76 also 
showing that their scores were higher 
after the researcher giving the treatment. 
The differences are about about 2.83 and 
1.23 if they were compared with the 
scores before implementing the 
reasoning-gap activity. Meanwhile, the 
students’ post-test score of control group 
in statement of position and 
recommendation aspect which are 19.53 
and 18.60. In this case, the students’ 
score of control group in statement of 
position aspect was higher than the score 
in pre-test. The difference was about 
0.20. However, the students’ score of 
control group in recommendation aspech 
had decreased from 18.67 to 18.60.  
From the result of t-test 
computation, it was found that t-obtained 
was 3.26. The researcher applied the 
significance level (α) of 0.05 with degree 
of freedom (df) = N1+N2 – 2= 30+30-
2=58. Based on the table, for (α) 0.05 
with (df)= 58, it was found that the 
tratio=3.26> tcritical=(2.000). This finding 
indicated the significant difference result 
between pre-test and post-test. Therefore, 
the null hypothesis (Ho) was rejected and 
the alternative hypothesis (Ha) was 
accepted. In order to find out how 
significant the effectiveness of the 
treatment given to the experimental 
group, the researcher analyzed the effect 
of the treatment (Effect Size). From the 
result of the computation, it was found 
that the effect size of the treatment was 
0.82. Based on the Cohen’s criteria, it 
was qualified as “moderate”.   Hence, it 
could be concluded that the use of 
reasoning-gap activity was effective in 
teaching writing argument of discussion 
text to the twelfth grade students of 
SMAN 2 Pontianak. 
 
Discussion 
Based on the gathered data and 
related analysis, it was found that the 
students were not familiar with 
discussion writing at the beginning of the 
study. The students only knew that the 
discussion text had a statement of 
position, arguments and a 
recommendation, but they did not know 
how to develop arguments in discussion 
text. When the students were given the 
topic, they only could write the topic 
sentence. They were not able to elaborate 
their arguments in order to strengthen 
their topic sentence. For example, when 
the researcher gave the students the topic 
about hacking, they only wrote “I think 
that hacking is one of the crimes. It is 
because hackers like to do something 
criminal using the internet.” for 
arguments ‘against’ the issue. 
During the process of teaching 
writing discussion text with their teacher, 
the students were only asked to make 
summary about discussion text without 
obtaining detail explanation from their 
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teacher about that text. They were only 
asked to create a discussion text without 
having practices how to develop 
arguments in that text. Hence, the major 
points of their discussion text were still 
lack of relevant arguments. 
Those students were just able to 
write paragraphs and the performance of 
the pre-test discussion writing was just 
the same with the model of text they had 
learned in the previous writing courses 
taught by their teacher. In fact, they had 
developed their own text based on the 
concept that a text was a magnified 
paragraph with an introductory 
paragraph, three or more body 
paragraphs, and a concluding paragraph. 
Meanwhile, in writing discussion text, 
the students are required to be able to 
create the statement of position which 
can state the announcement of issue 
concern. They also must be able to write 
arguments which can show reasons for 
concern that will lead to 
recommendation. Another requirement 
that the students need to fulfill in order to 
write a good discussion text is that they 
must be able to write arguments from the 
‘pro’ and ‘contra’ side. 
Accordingly, even teaching writing 
discussion text through the traditional 
approach and via lectures by the 
researcher was effective in teaching the 
basic features of the discussion writing 
especially about the structure and 
organization of that text. The results 
showed that the writing of discussion text 
of control group where the main 
approach was traditional had improved 
too. However, the improvement of 
control group was not very significant 
than the improvement of experimental 
group.  
From the score’s comparison of both 
groups, it could be seen that the 
significant difference between students’ 
score in experimental and control group 
were in the aspect of statement of 
position and arguments. In the case of 
recommendation this difference increased 
in favor of the experimental group. The 
students were able to make the 
recommendation that justified their 
opinion and supports this with evidence 
since they had already practiced to use 
their practical reasoning when doing the 
reasoning-gap activity. For example, at 
the pre-test the students wrote “I 
personally think that hackers are bad 
people because they can get secret 
information and sell it to another 
country”. Meanwhile, the students wrote 
“I personally think that hacking and its 
hackers are not always bad things. 
However, they may be bad if they have 
money orientation. That’s just the point.” 
after they were taught by using 
reasoning-gap activity. 
Another significant difference was 
also found in developing arguments in 
the discsussion text. The students in 
experimental group were easily to 
develop their arguments after the 
researcher implemented reasoning-gap 
activity during the process of teaching 
writing discussion text. It happened 
because the researcher gave the 
reasoning-gap task to the students in 
experimental group which involved them 
in deriving some new information from 
given information through processes of 
inference, deduction, practical reasoning, 
or a perception of relationships or 
patterns. The researcher gave the 
statement of position to the students and 
she asked the students to express their 
attitudes toward the topic given by using 
expression of attitudes that already taught 
by the researcher. For example, the 
statement is “I agree that President 
should punish the corruptors because...” 
then the students complete the statements 
with “I agree that President should 
punish the corruptors because corruption 
can lead to the depletion of national 
wealth. It is also responsible for 
increased costs of goods and services, the 
funneling of scarce public resources to 
uneconomic high profile projects at the 
expense of the much needed projects 
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such as schools, hospitals and roads.” 
Therefore, it is said that reasoning-gap 
activity is really communicative and 
meaning-centered or in a better sense 
“uses language in order to learn it” in 
Willis’s words (Willis, 1996, p.189). 
Furthermore, another feature which 
could be referred to as a reason for the 
outperformance of the reasoning-gap 
activity class in comparison with the 
traditional class was the collaborative and 
interactive nature of the reasoning-gap 
activity itself. In the experimental group, 
the students did the reasoning-gap 
activity in pairs and in the form of group 
work. In doing this task, the students 
were engaged in discussion and exchange 
of ideas. Therefore, the language use and 
language learning could take place 
simultaneously. After doing this task, 
each group was asked to present the 
report of their work in front of the 
classroom so that the other students could 
give feedback to them. The feedback 
given covered the arguments and 
recommendation that they already made 
with their group. It came from peers from 
other groups and sometimes from the 
teacher. The students in experimental 
group could use such a feedback both 
during the task cycle that was during the 
writing process and after that on their 
final products during the post-task phase. 
Therefore, the feedback could be thought 
of as an advantage for this group while in 
the traditional class the student wrote 
their text individually. Such an 
interpretation is in line with the 
superiority of TBLT has been 
emphasized by Ellis (2003) which lies in 
the meaningful, purposeful, 
communicative and authentic nature of 
the task-based language teaching 
approach. 
Meanwhile, the students in the 
control group only knew the generic 
structures of discussion text but they still 
did not know how to develop their 
arguments. The students also did not get 
the feedback during the process of 
writing. They only got the feedback from 
their teacher on the end of product. 
Therefore, the difference of 
students’statement of position, arguments 
and recommendation scores are not really 
significant. 
In addition, at the beginning of the 
study the learning context was unnatural 
because the students were not given the 
opportunities to interact each other when 
they finished their task. The students only 
focused in writing without having any 
peer-review activity with the other 
students. The teacher had a dominant role 
in the process of teaching writing 
discussion text. The class situation was 
not alive and the students were 
uninteresting in writing activities. They 
only created a discussion text based on 
the topic given by the teacher. The 
students also did not have any 
opportunity to participate in writing since 
the teacher did not create such activity 
which could involve the students working 
collaboratively with their friends. As a 
result, the students were very passive. 
This learning condition was very contrast 
with the condition after implementing 
reasoning-gap activity in the process of 
teaching writing argument in discussion 
text. 
Based on the personal note that 
already made by the researcher during 
the process of giving treatment, it was 
found that the class situation was alive 
with many interesting tasks. The 
students’ participation was also high and 
they gave fully attention to the lesson. 
The students were very active in the 
process of teaching writing argument in 
discussion text since they dominated the 
activities. The bigger chances were given 
through pair work and group work when 
they were asked to do reasoning-gap 
activity and present the report of their 
work in front of the classroom. 
Therefore, it could be concluded that 
reasoning-gap activity provided students 
with a natural context for language use. 
When the students worked to complete 
9 
 
their tasks, they had abundant 
opportunities to interact. The interaction 
is believed to facilitate language 
acquisition as students have to work to 
understand each other and to express 
their own meaning (Larsen-Freeman, 
2000, p. 144). 
Eventhough reasoning-gap activity 
had offered a lot of strengths, there were 
also some weaknesses in implementing 
this activity in teaching writing 
arguments of discussion text. One of the 
weaknesses was reasoning-gap activity 
took time in the class because it had a lot 
of activities. Another weaknesses which 
was encountered in implementing 
reasoning-gap activitywas some students 
were still not confidence to participate 
actively during the process of teaching 
writing arguments in discussion text. 
However, those weaknesses could be 
overcome by the researcher. The 
researcher intentionally created the 
activities in which the students were able 
to finish them in 3x45 minutes. She also 
encouraged the students to increase their 
participation in teaching and learning 
process. 
Based on the discussion above, it 
could be concluded that teaching writing 
argument in discussion text was effective 
through the use of reasoning-gap activity 
to the twelfth grade students of SMAN 2 
Pontianak in academic year 2015/2016. 
The outcomes revealed that the 
experimental group showed frequent 
improvement of pretest-posttest scores 
and treatment scores. The controlled 
group, conversely, did not. Statistics also 
reflected that tratio=3.26 was higher than 
tcritical=2.000. Therefore, the null 
hypothesis (H0) was rejected and the 
alternative hypothesis (Ha) was accepted. 
It could also be seen from the 
computation of the effect size, the 
researcher obtained 0.82 which was 
qualified as “moderate effect” based on 
the Cohen’s criteria. Hence, the 
researcher concluded that the 
effectiveness of teaching writing 
argument in discussion text through the 
use of reasoning-gap activity to the 
twelfth grade students of SMAN 2 








Based on the discussion of the 
research, it could be concluded that 
reasoning-gap activity was very helpful 
for the students in the process of teaching 
and learning writing. The current study 
made it clear that reasoning-gap activity 
was definitely more effective than 
traditional approach in teaching writing 
in general and in teaching writing mode 
like discussion text in particular. In fact, 
teaching writing to the twelfth grade 
students through reasoning-gap activity 
had all of the advantages of the process 
approach to writing such as the focus on 
the processes involved in the pre-writing, 
during writing and post-writing phases. 
Reasoning-gap activity paid enough 
attention to all of the processes which are 
involved in producing a good discussion 
text. It fully considered such processes 
and helped students to brainstorm and 
develop more new ideas; it also activated 
their previous schemata and background 
knowledge, motivates the students and 
encourages them to write with 
concerning over specific language items. 
Hence, it could be stated that the use of 
reasoning-gap activity was effective in 






Related to the findings of the 
research, there are some suggestions: (1) 
to the academic institution. There is a 
need in the classroom activities to 
provide more activities to have writing 
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task because it will encourage the 
students to write. It needs more 
opportunities to make the students 
improve their writing skill. Considering 
the potential of reasoning-gap activity in 
enhancing students’ skills in English, it is 
necessary for the teacher to learn about 
reasoning-gap activity. Therefore, the 
school can facilitate this by conducting 
workshops on reasoning-gap activity, (2) 
to the English teacher. This study can be 
used as a reference for the English 
teacher in improving the quality of 
teaching by applying the suitable 
approach toward improving the students’ 
writing ability. Besides, the teacher can 
apply reasoning-gap activity in the other 
aspect of English skills like reading, 
listening, or speaking. The research 
findings are expected to give insight to 
the teaching writing. The correct 
mechanics, content, and organization can 
be achieved by giving more chances to 
the students to write. The teacher should 
be able to develop the teaching learning 
materials that have been provided in the 
curriculum, (3) to other researchers. This 
research is expected to be useful to other 
researchers particularly those who are 
interested in conducting a similar 
research by giving more various tasks 
(e.g. jigsaw task, problem-solving task, 
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